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Abstract 
This research is a first step in the clarification of the differential effects of an apology on 
retaliation and forgiveness after an insult in honor and dignity cultures. A survey was conducted 
among 159 Dutch participants, reflecting dignity culture and 179 Turkish participants, 
reflecting honor culture. The survey contained several scenarios and scales measuring honor 
values, dignity values, retaliation, forgiveness and several control measures. Results show that 
the Turkish participants were more likely to retaliate and less likely to forgive than the Dutch 
participants. This effect was influenced by whether or not an apology was offered, such that an 
apology led to more forgiveness and less retaliation. The specific contents of the apology –
admission of blame, offer of remorse or both did not have an effect  on the likelihood of 
retaliation and forgiveness.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Globalization is a hot topic and consequently people, in their daily lives, get to deal with 
different cultures and their manners. Often, interactions are framed positively, however, friction 
will inevitably occur as well. Because of different backgrounds people will perceive events 
differently and will also respond in different manners. Whereas a certain event may be 
perceived as insulting to someone from Turkey, it may not be to someone from Holland. 
Consequently, people from both countries are likely to respond differently. For instance think 
of a traditional Turkish girl having a relationship before marriage that would be considered 
highly insulting among Turkish people, whereas it would be considered to be normal among 
Dutch people. 
The current research aims at clarifying the differential effects of culture on retaliation 
and forgiveness, which are possible reactions on an insult. In addition the effect of two sorts of 
apology on retaliation and forgiveness is measured: the admission of blame and the expression 
of remorse. 
The majority of research in cultural differences in social psychology has been based on 
the distinction between individualistic and collectivistic cultures such as the USA and Canada 
vs. China and Japan. However, this approach is likely to ignore cultures that are not specifically 
collectivistic or individualistic but rather some sort of combination of the two, like the Middle-
East. Therefore the current research approaches cultural differences on the bases of cultural 
logic, specifically honor and dignity cultures (Leung and Cohen, 2011). 
 
Dignity values 
The basis of dignity values is the assumption that everyone possesses the same inherent 
value at birth (Leung & Cohen, 2011). Each individual has inherent worth that is independent 
of the worth of other people and cannot be taken away from an individual by other people. 
Dignity is within the individual. Thus, individuals from a dignity culture will  not be influenced 
much by the situation or by the concern of what others will think of them. Dignity induces good 
behavior because a feeling of guilt will induce people to do the right thing, irrespective of 
whether others are present in the situation or not. Positive reciprocity is important in dignity 
cultures because it is part of self-interest which is a central aspect within these cultures. 
Reciprocity however is not as important within dignity cultures as it is within honor cultures, 
where positive reciprocity is an everyday event and negative reciprocity is used for self-defense 
(Leung & Cohen, 2011). Though not very pertinent, honor is present in dignity cultures, 
however, it just targets the individual rather than both the individual and other group members 
(Uskul, Cross, Sunbay, Gercek-Swing, & Ataca, 2012). Specifically, people in dignity cultures 
think of honor in terms of personal achievement and individual behavior (Rodriguez Mosquera, 
Manstead and Fisher, 2000).  
 
 
Honor values 
Honor in honor cultures refers to one’s self-worth, both in the eyes of the person itself 
and in the perception of others. Honor is about moral standing and pride that is based on social 
esteem and is constructed interpersonally (IJzerman, van Dijk & Galucci, 2007). Therefore, in 
addition to personal and social evaluations of the self that influence honor, the attributions and 
behaviors of others are also of major importance. The value of honor is a significant social 
construct within honor cultures and has a large impact on people’s behavior. It can be stated 
that ‘’honor is a form of collectivism based on social image or reputation (…) referring to the 
representation that others have of us and to how much they value us’’ (Rordriguez Mosquera, 
Fisher, Manstead & Zaalberg, 2008, p. 1472). Consequently, social image strongly influences 
self-image and for people with honor values the securing of this social image is a core 
psychological concern. For people with honor values respect and prestige are crucial aspects of 
social life that are difficult to earn. Ergo, people with honor values are likely to engage in 
demeanor that will impose respect and prestige from others. However, as negative social 
evaluations lead to a loss of respect, people will defend their honor vigorously when it is 
threatened. To make sure honor is not lost, people will need to actively respond to for instance 
insult situations (Rordriguez Mosquera et al., 2008). An example of threat to one’s honor is the 
harm of an individual’s integrity (Cross, Uskul, et al., 2014). 
Honor is closely related to emotions. Specifically, possessing honor is associated with 
feelings of pride and losing one’s honor is associated with feelings of shame and anger (van 
Osch, Breugelmans et al., 2013). For instance, research by Ijzerman and colleagues (2007) 
showed that whether or not people had honor, directly influenced their reaction to a minor insult 
such that people with honor values experienced more anger after an insult compared to people 
without honor values. In addition, other research shows that shame leads people with high honor 
values to try to protect their social image using aggression (Rodriguez Mosquera et al., 2008; 
Leung & Cohen, 2011), whereas  people with low honor values will rather withdraw from the 
situation that makes them feel ashamed (Rodriguez Mosquera et al., 2008). 
Often honor is concerned with individuals as belonging to a family or a larger social 
group. Specifically, this results in four types of honor concerns that can be identified within 
honor cultures namely family honor, masculine honor, feminine honor and social 
interdependence (van Osch et al., 2013). The current research focusses on family honor because, 
as research by Rodriguez Mosqueara et al.(2002b) shows, this is the only form of honor that 
can be used as a function of nationality. Family honor implies that members of the family are, 
for receiving respect, dependent of all the other members of the family (Uskul et al., 2012).    
As can be deduced from the different types of honor, honor is defined on two levels: the 
individual level and the social level. The individual level is important in both dignity cultures 
and honor cultures, however, the interpersonal level is only of interest in honor cultures. The 
interpersonal level, in turn, is dependent on two factors, namely the evaluations by others and 
behavior of others (Rodriguez Mosquera, Manstead & Fischer, 2000), as self-esteem is directly 
based upon the evaluation of others and simultaneously the behavior of others is the cause of a 
possible insult such as the harm of an individual’s integrity. 
However, the current research is not only concerned with the effect of honor and dignity 
values on retaliation and forgiveness after an insulting situation. Apologies have been shown to 
play an important role in this too (Darby and Schlenker 1982; Dobash and Dobash, 1984; 
Ohbuchi, Kameda, M., Agarie, 1989) and will therefore be considered next. 
 
Self-esteem and sources of self-worth 
Self-esteem, or trait self-esteem, is concerned with the extent to which people 
structurally conceive of themselves in a positive manner, whereas self-worth, or state self-
esteem is concerned with the pursuit of self-esteem on the short run (Brown & Marshall, 2006; 
Crocker & Park, 2004).  
Self-esteem is considered to be central to the way in which people experience particular 
situations and to be a strong driver of behavior (Crocker & Wolfe, 2001; Crocker & Park, 2004).  
For instance high self-esteem is associated with less anxiety and low self-esteem is associated 
with high levels of aggression (Crocker & Wolfe, 2001). Specifically, it has been found that 
people with unstable self-esteem are more likely to react angry on situations that are threatening 
their self-esteem because they feel the need to protect it (Waschull & Kernis, 1996). 
Self-worth, on the other hand, can result from a strong performance in an area on which 
self-esteem is based and thus the two constructs are closely connected (Crocker and Wolfe, 
2001). Because people have different values, they also have a different perception of what they 
must do in order to be a worthy or valuable person and thus self-worth is constructed differently 
for different individuals. These are sources of self-worth. As sources of self-worth are 
constructed upon values, people from honor cultures differ in their sources of self-worth 
compared to people from dignity cultures (Crocker et al., 2003). 
 
Apologies 
Apologies are social tools that are used in situations of social struggle to promote 
settlement of a struggle and to ease processes of forgiveness (Fehr & Gelfand, 2010) and are 
offered in  situations where an individual has violated a social norm. Specifically, an individual 
offers an apology to show that he or she is to blame for a particular negative outcome such as a 
disconcerting event or an adverse deed. In addition to that he or she shows regret for the 
negative result (Darby & Schlenker, 1982) and tries to clarify that the behavior that caused the 
harmful event or deed is not a true representation of the self. If the apology is accepted by the 
person who was offended, the individual making the apology does not receive any further 
punishment and can eventually be forgiven. Logically, apologies have been associated with a 
reduction of aggression (Frederickson, 2010) and an increased likelihood of forgiveness 
(Carlisle, Tsang et al., 2012). 
According to Goffman (1971) ‘’an apology is a gesture through which an individual 
splits himself into two parts, the part that is guilty of an offense and the part that dissociates 
itself from the delict and affirms a belief in the offended rule’’ (p. 113). Consequently, apologies 
serve two distinct functions. In the first place apologies are used to show that that the individual 
that makes the apology is conscious of the social prerequisite to do so. Second, an apology 
shifts the recipient’s perception of what kind of person the speaker is (Scher & Darley, 1997). 
 Apologies can be offered in numerous ways from providing an explanation or account 
for the offence to providing a promise of forbearance, however, the current research will 
particularly focus on the admission of blame and the expression of remorse because these 
aspects turn out to be at the core of apologizing (Scher & Darley, 1997).  
The admission of blame is important because it informs the receiver of the fact that the 
speaker is aware of the violation of a social norm and that he or she is not to make the same 
mistake in the future. This is the first step described above, where the self is split into the ‘guilty’ 
part and the part that dissociates itself from the insult. According to Scher and Darley (1997), 
‘’an apology without expression of remorse generally seems to be perfunctory or formal, 
indicating the illocutionary force of apology, without conveying information about the 
emotional state of the transgressor.’’ When expressing remorse transgressors implicitly express 
a sense of vulnerability, eliciting a sense of empathy in the victim, fostering forgiveness 
(McCullough, 2001). Where the admission of blame is aimed at the particular interaction 
between the offender and the recipients, the expression of remorse expands the scope of the 
apology to a broader context, namely to the entire group and across situations (Fehr & Gelfand, 
2010). Besides what kind of apology is offered, for apologies to facilitate forgiveness they need 
to be perceived as sincere because the sincerity of an apology offered has been associated with 
forgiveness (Basford, Offermann, & Behrend, 2014). 
As becomes clear from the current literature review both cultural values and the offer of 
an apology influence retaliation and forgiveness on the victim’s part. To give a complete view 
of the current research it should be considered what retaliation and forgiveness are exactly.   
 
Retaliation and forgiveness 
When an individual is insulted, the primary reaction often is retaliation or the avoidance 
of contact (McCullough, 2001). Retaliation is an active act that is intended to harm the offender. 
Factors that are likely to cause retaliation are for instance behaviors that negatively affect 
someone’s status, hammering judgments or public embarrassment (Bradfield & Aquino, 1999). 
Forgiveness on the other hand, is ‘prosocial motivational change on the victim’s part’ 
(McCullough, 2001, p.194). When engaging in an act of forgiveness the victim becomes less 
motivated to harm the offender or the relationship with the offender and becomes more 
motivated to behave cooperatively, benefitting the offender or the relationship with the offender. 
Initial reactions of avoidance or retaliation can be reversed by forgiveness (McCullough, 2001). 
Forgiveness is not simply the opposite of retaliation because the choice not to retaliate does not 
automatically imply that one has forgiven the offender (Miceli & Castelfranchi, 2011). For 
forgiveness to occur two processes are needed, namely the inhibition of retaliatory responses 
and the demonstration of constructive behavior (McCullough, 2001). Thus, by forgiving 
individuals activate a motivational response that counteracts more natural impulses to retaliate. 
These processes are likely to occur when characteristics of the situation make it more attractive 
to a victim to cooperate rather than to retaliate (Zechmeister et al., 2004).  
One of the situational characteristics that has been shown to facilitate forgiveness is 
apology. This has for instance been demonstrated in experiments (Ohbuchi et al., 1989), 
interviews (Dobash & Dobash, 1984) and through manipulation using vignettes (Darby and 
Schlenker, 1982) and results consistently show that victims are more likely to forgive the 
offender when an apology has been offered. When people forgive, several psychological 
processes are important that can account for this. Firstly empathy has been shown to aid 
forgiveness. When people express remorse for an insult they implicitly show vulnerability what 
makes the victim feel empathy towards the offender, facilitating forgiveness because empathy 
causes increased motivation towards the person for whom empathy is felt. Second, attributions 
of the victim towards the offender are important for forgiveness. People that are likely to forgive 
the offender have been shown to attribute less responsibility to the offender and more to the 
situation (McCullough, 2001).  
 
 
 
Current research 
The current research aims at clarifying what the effect is of an apology in an insulting 
incident on retaliation and forgiveness and how these effects differ among people from honor 
and dignity cultures. Of specific interest in this research are the effects of the admission of 
blame and the expression of remorse.  
Because of the facilitating effects of apology on forgiveness (Dobash & Dobash, 1984; 
Darby & Schlenker, 1982, Ohbuchi et al., 1989) it is expected that overall, both people from 
honor and dignity cultures are more likely to forgive than to retaliate when an apology is 
offered. Therefore the first hypothesis is: 
 
H1:  Both for  people from an  honor culture and from a dignity culture an apology 
increases the likelihood of forgiveness and  reduces the likelihood of retaliation.  
 
 However, because of the different constructs of the self within honor and dignity cultures it is 
expected that a different effect will occur for different contents of apology. Specifically, people 
from honor cultures are more likely to forgive when the apology contained an admission of 
blame compared to when it did not. This expectation results from the fact that people from an 
honor culture need to restore their honor in case it is violated (Rodriguez Mosquera et al., 2008). 
When the blame of the insult is taken away from the victim to the offender honor will 
automatically be restored. On the other hand, when the apology only contains an offer of 
remorse the honor will still be affected and will thus need to be restored which is likely to 
happen using retaliation. It is thus expected that: 
 
H2a:  For people from an honor culture an apology containing admission of blame 
will result in more forgiveness and less retaliation compared to apologies that 
did not contain admission of blame. 
H2b:  For people from an honor culture an apology containing only an offer of remorse 
will result in more retaliation and less forgiveness compared to apologies that 
also contained an admission of blame. 
 
 For people from dignity cultures this effect is expected to be the somewhat differently. 
This results from the fact that because they are not so much involved with how other people 
perceive them but rather with personal achievement and individual behavior (Rodriguez 
Mosquera et al., 2000). Therefore, an apology containing an offer of remorse is likely to result 
in forgiveness rather than retaliation because this is likely to induce empathy which has been 
shown to facilitate forgiveness (McCullough, 2001). Furthermore, an apology containing an 
admission of blame is expected to result in forgiveness rather than retaliation because when it 
is admitted that the individual is not responsible for the action he will no longer be affected in 
his dignity and is thus likely to forgive. The hypothesis is thus as follows: 
 
H3a:  For people from a dignity culture no difference in retaliation and forgiveness is 
to be expected for an apology containing both the admission of blame and the 
offer of remorse compared to an apology that contains either. 
H3b:  For people from a dignity culture no difference in retaliation and forgiveness is 
to be expected for an apology containing only the admission of blame compared 
to an apology that contains only the offer of remorse. 
 
Based on the literature it might be expected that whether both people from honor 
cultures and from dignity cultures will retaliate or forgive is highly dependent on what sort of 
insult someone is exposed to. Insulting events cause the elicitation of anger and shame in a 
victim. Anger is caused by a the fact that someone did something unjust that has affected you 
whereas shame results from a negative judgment of the self or from perceived negative 
judgments about the self by others. Which emotion is elucidated might be dependent on the 
kind of insult (Rodriquez Mosquera et al., 2008). The differential effects for kind of insult are 
not expected to be large enough to be of interest in the current research and are therefore not 
included in the hypotheses. However, to ensure that the type of insult is indeed not influential 
on retaliation and forgiveness, different scenarios will be included in the current research.  
 
Method 
Participants 
For the current research 338 participants were recruited of which 159 were native Dutch 
students (28,1% male) recruited in Leiden and 179 were native Turkish (26,4% male) students 
recruited in Istanbul. A Chi-Square tests showed that there is no significant difference between 
the number of man and women in both groups (χ2(1)=.119, p=.73). The mean age for Dutch 
participants was 20.4 years (SD= 2.25) and the mean age for Turkish participants was 21.54 
years (SD=2.97), meaning that the two groups differ significantly on age (t(335)=5.20, p<.001, 
MD=1.51, SD=.29) such that the Dutch participants (M=20.04, SD=2.25) were on average 
younger than the Turkish participants (M=21.54, SD=2.97). 
Students were recruited using posters on billboards at the university and students were 
approached directly as well. The Dutch participants represent the dignity culture and the 
Turkish participants represent the honor culture. As a compensation for participation 
participants were given the chance to win a Samsung Galaxy Tablet. Participants were informed 
that the research is about the effect of an apology in work-place conflict. 
 
Instrument and design 
An survey containing scenarios was used to answer the research question. The Dutch 
participants filled out the survey in the lab and the Turkish participants filled it out online. The 
study had a 2 (culture: honor vs. dignity) x 2 (admission of blame vs. no admission of blame) x 
2 (offer of remorse vs. no offer of remorse) design with the dependent variables forgiveness 
and retaliation. The participants were randomly divided among the conditions. Several 
constructs were measured in the questionnaire, of which each will be explained here. All 
constructs were measured on a 7-point likert scale (e.g.1=Strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree). 
The exact formulation of the scales was dependent on the particular scale, however, 1 was 
always a negative anchor and 7 was always a positive anchor. To make sure that both Turkish 
and Dutch participants would understand the questionnaire entirely, the questionnaire was 
constructed in English and subsequently translated into Turkish and Dutch. 
 
Honor Concerns (2 subscales) and dignity concerns (1 subscale) 
As indicated above, honor concerns are based upon self-worth, both in the eyes of the 
self and in the eyes of others. Because of the different types of honor that can be distinguished 
of which family honor and personal respect are the most important (van Osch et al., 2013), 
honor concerns are measured using two different subscales, one that is concerned with personal 
respect and family honor and the second is only concerned with family honor. The first subscale 
contains 5 items and measures honor concern by asking participants to indicate the importance 
of each of the items (e.g. Others see me as someone who deserves respect; Rodriguez 
Mosqueara et al., 2008)). The reliability of this subscale was high (α=.81).  The second subscale 
measures honor concern by having participants rate the extent to which behavior or having a 
reputation as described would damage self-esteem (e.g. One’s family having a bad 
reputation)(Rodriguez Mosqera et al. 2002a; 2002b). Higher scores on these scales indicate 
higher concerns for honor.  
As dignity is within the individual and not so much about what others think or about the 
influence of the situation (Leung & Cohen, 2007), this scale, containing 4 items, measures the 
extent to which one’s self-worth is based upon the opinion of others or the opinion of the self 
by asking participants to indicate the importance of each item (e.g. People should not worry 
about the opinion of others) (Gelfand et al, 2000). Higher scores on this scale indicate higher 
concerns for dignity. The reliability on this scale was high (α=.88). It can be stated that honor 
concerns and dignity concerns partially overlap in the sense that in both cases self-worth is, at 
least partially, based upon internal self-worth. However, because this scale measures to which 
degree people are not concerned with what others think about them rather than measuring to 
which degree they base their self-worth upon internal self-worth it can still be expected that 
differences between people with honor values and people with dignity values will appear on 
the second subscale measuring honor concerns and on the subscale measuring dignity concerns.  
 
Self-esteem and self-worth 
Because self-esteem is closely related to emotions (shame, anger) and behaviors 
(retaliation) with which the current research is concerned the Rosenberg (1979) self-esteem 
scale has been included in the survey to make sure that eventual differences in retaliation and 
forgiveness are due to apology rather than differences in self-esteem. In this scale, containing 
10 items, participants are asked to indicate to what extent they agree with ten statements (e.g. 
On the whole, I am satisfied with myself  (Rosenberg, 1979)). Higher scores on this scale 
indicate higher levels of self-esteem. The items 2, 5, 6, 8 and 9 were reversed to match this. The 
reliability of this scale was moderate (α=.62).  
Because sources of self-worth are an indication of what makes people feel valuable, 
sources of self-worth can be used as a control measure for honor and dignity values. For this 
purpose the subscale ‘Approval of others’ of the contingencies of self-worth (Crocker et al., 
2003) was used which, to some extent distinguishes honor and dignity cultures. On this subscale 
participants are asked to what extent they agree with 5 statements (e.g. I don’t care if other 
people have a negative opinion about me). Higher scores in this scale indicate higher need for 
approval of others. The items 1, 3 and 4 were reversed to match this. The reliability of this scale was 
high (α=.84). 
 
Anger and shame 
As research has shown (Ijzerman et al., 2007, van Osch et al., 2013), honor values and 
specifically the disturbance of one’s honor values is closely related to shame and anger. For 
instance it has been shown that people that have honor values are more likely to have feelings 
of anger and shame when they are confronted with a minor insult, compared to people without 
honor values (van Osch et al., 2013). Therefore, in the current research two measures 
concerning anger (e.g. I feel mad right now; Forgays et al., 1997; Spielberger & Sydeman, 1994) 
and shame (e.g. I like I am a bad person; Marshall et al., 1994; Mosquera et al., 2002; Tangney, 
1996) are included in the survey that are filled out after participants have read the scenario’s 
and  the apology has been offered. Higher scores on these scales means that participants 
experience more anger or more shame. These measures serve as a check for the reaction in 
participants to the different scenarios and indicate there severity. For anger the reliability was 
moderate to high (α=.76) and for shame the reliability was high (α=.80). 
 
Retaliation  and forgiveness 
Retaliation and forgiveness are the dependent variables that will be measured  after an 
apology is offered (in one of the apology conditions) or directly after participants have read the 
scenario’s. The willingness to retaliate will be measured using 4 items (e.g. I wish something 
bad would happen to them) and the willingness to forgive will be measured using 4 items ( e.g. 
How likely is it that you would be willing to help this person if needed) (Bradfield and Aquino, 
1999; Cross et al., 2013; McCullough et al., 1998). Higher scores on these scales indicate that 
participants or more likely to retaliate or to forgive. For the measure of retaliation the reliability 
was high (α.=82) and for forgiveness the reliability was moderate (α=.71). 
 
Admission of blame and offer of remorse 
 In the survey two measures are included to check whether or not the apology 
manipulations worked sufficiently. The first measure checks whether the participant feels that 
the offender has taken blame for the insult ( e.g. I feel that the offender took responsibility for 
the offence)  (Bradfield & Aquino, 1999) and the second measure is used to check whether the 
participant feels that the offender has shown remorse for the insult ( e.g. The colleague knew 
how badly I felt because of his/her wrongdoing) (Brooks & Reddon, 2003; Davis & Gold, 2011). 
Higher scores on these scales indicate that participants feel that the offender took more blame 
for the offense or offered more remorse. For both measures the reliability was moderate to high 
(admission of blame:α=.77, offer of remorse: α=.75 ). 
 
Sincerity of the apology 
Research has shown that sincerity of an apology is an important predictor of forgiveness 
(Basford et al., 2014). Therefore, in the current research a check will be performed to make sure 
that the apologies offered at the end of the scenarios are perceived to be sincere. The 
manipulation check of admission of blame and the offer of remorse are not satisfactory in this 
case because a participant might understand what is intended by the offered apology, however 
not feel that it is sincere. On this scale participants are asked to what extent they agree with 4 
statements (e.g. My colleague’s apology was sincere) (Basford et al., 2014). Higher scores on 
this scale indicate that participants felt that the apology was more sincere. The reliability of this 
scale was moderate (α=.62). This scale was not administered in the no-apology condition.  
 
Demographics 
Demographics were requested at the end of the survey to control for eventual structural 
differences between participants that might undesirably influence the data. For instance it might 
be possible that honor values differ between men and women (van Osch et al., 2013) or that 
people with a different educational background react differently to a particular insult.  
 
Procedure 
Before taking part, participants signed an informed consent form stating that there is no 
risk in participation and that the research is about work-place conflicts.  
Participants started answering the scales about their cultural values (honor concerns and 
dignity concerns) and about self-esteem and self-worth. They then read three different 
scenario’s. In the first scenario participants were confronted with a situation in which their 
integrity is affected because one of their colleagues calls them a liar because important 
documents were lost at work. In the second scenario participant’s autonomy was denied because 
someone from the HR-department failed to forward the participant’s cv because the recruiter 
did not consider him or her to make a fair chance to get the job anyway. In the third scenario a 
participant’s social image was affected because of gossiping around the workplace about the 
participant (see appendix). After each scenario and depending on condition, either an admission 
of blame was offered, remorse was shown by the offender or both admission of blame was 
offered and remorse was shown or nothing will happened. Thereafter participants were asked 
how likely they were to retaliate or to forgive as a result of the insult. 
Because of the many known factors that are likely to influence forgiveness and 
retaliation and that would thus be possibly confounding the results unless they are controlled 
for, measures were taken to prevent this from happening. Power differences have been shown 
to be highly influential on forgiveness and retaliation and are therefore equal across conditions. 
All scenarios describe situations in which insults occur between colleagues that are of equal 
level within the organization. Secondly, because retaliation and forgiveness are highly 
dependent on whether an insult is justified or not, the scenarios are set up in such a way that the 
all insults are unjustified and are fully to blame on the offender. 
 
Results 
Cultural values 
A one-way ANOVA with the scale for honor values (Rodriquez Mosquera et al., 2008) 
as the dependent variable and culture as factor shows that Turkish and Dutch participants 
differed on honor values ( F(1, 336)=103.67, p <.001, η2p =.24) such that participants from 
Turkey (M=5.83, SD= .97) scored higher on honor values than Dutch participants did (M=4.73, 
SD=1.01). Also, a one-way ANOVA with family honor (Rodriquez Mosquera et al., 2002a, 
2002b) as the dependent variable and culture as factor shows that the two groups differ on 
values for family honor as well(F(1, 336)=141.012, p<.001, η2p =.30), such that Turkish 
participants scored higher on family honor values (M=5.95, SD=1.01) than Dutch participants 
did (M=4.49, SD=1.24). For dignity values the difference between Turkish and Dutch 
participants was also as expected. A one-way ANOVA with dignity values (Gelfand et al., 2000) 
as the dependent variables and culture as factor shows (F(1, 334)=161.59, p<.001, η2p =.33) 
that Dutch participants scored higher on dignity values (M=5.54, SD=.90) than Turkish 
participants did (M=3.89, SD=1.39). 
Furthermore, to make sure that eventual differences in results are due to the 
manipulations rather than differences in self-esteem, differences in self-esteem among the two 
groups were checked. A one-way ANOVA with self-esteem as the dependent variable and 
culture as factor shows that  there are differences in self-esteem between Turkish and Dutch 
participants (F (1, 336)=6.76, p<.01, η2p =.02). The Turkish participants turn out to be 
significantly lower in self-esteem (M=4.25, SD=.77) than the Dutch participants (M=4.46, 
SD=.68). However,  two ANCOVAs with retaliation and forgiveness as the dependent variable, 
culture as factor and self-esteem as covariate show that this difference in self-esteem did not 
influence the effect of culture on retaliation (F(1, 334)=.19, p=.656) and forgiveness (F(1, 
334)=2.08, p=.15).  
Lastly, as sources of self-worth can be used as a control measure for honor and dignity 
values the differences between the two groups on this scale were checked. A one-way ANOVA 
with other approval as the dependent variable and culture as factor shows that there is indeed a 
difference in need for others approval among the two groups (F(1, 333)=50.09, p<.001, η2p 
=.13). Turkish participants score significantly lower (M=3.46, SD=1.25) than Dutch 
participants (M=4.40, SD=1.16) indicating that Turkish participants have a lower need for 
approval of others, which is contradictory to what would be expected. 
 
 
 
Anger and Shame 
A repeated measures ANOVA with anger in the three scenarios as within subject factor 
and condition and culture as between subject factor shows that there was a significant difference 
in levels of anger between the three scenarios (F(1.95, 642.86)=15.90, p<.001, η2p=.05). 
Inspection of the within-subject contrasts shows that there is a linear trend in the data 
(F(1,329)=33.05, p<.001, η2p=.09), such that the freeloader scenario leads to more anger 
(M=5.77, SD=1.10) than the CV scenario (M=5.47, SD=.1.30) and the Liar scenario (M=5.45, 
SD=1.22). Furthermore, the ANOVA shows that there is a significant interaction effect between 
scenario and culture (F(24.92, 642.85)=34.95, p<.001, η2p=.096). The interaction effect is such 
that for Turkish participants the CV scenario results in the least anger (M=4.93, SD=1.29) and 
the liar scenario (M=5.42, SD=1.32) and freeloader scenario (M=5.47, SD=1.13) lead to more 
anger but are comparable. For the Dutch participants the liar scenario leads to the least anger 
(M=5.49, SD=1.34), than the CV scenario (M=6.08, SD=1.01) and the freeloader scenario 
evokes most anger (M=6.11, SD=.97). The interaction of scenario and condition was not 
significant (F(5.86, 642.86)=1.47, p=.19, η2p=.01), just like the three-way interaction of 
scenario, condition and culture (F<1, ns).  
A repeated measures ANOVA with shame in the three scenarios as within subject factor 
and condition and culture as between subject factor show that there was a significant interaction 
effect of scenario and culture (F(2, 658)=3.84, p<.05, η2p=.01). The interaction effect is such 
that for Turkish participants the freeloader scenario results in the least shame (M=3.16, 
SD=1.79), then the CV scenario (M=3.35, SD=1.74) and the liar scenario evokes most shame 
(M=3.51, SD=1.75). For the Dutch participants the liar scenario (M=3.61, SD=1.63),  and the 
freeloader scenario (M=3.67, SD=1.49)  are comparable and evoke the least shame, followed 
by the CV scenario (M=3.78, SD=1.52). Furthermore, scenario did not have a significant effect 
on level of shame (F(2, 658)=1.51, p=.22, η2p=.01) and the interaction of scenario and condition 
was not significant either (F(6, 658)=1.02, p=.41, η2p=.01). Lastly, the three-way interaction of 
scenario, condition and culture was not significant(F(6, 658)=1.25, p=.28, η2p=.01). 
Even though a significant interaction was found for scenario and culture for both anger 
and shame, it was chosen to combine the three scenario’s into one scale. The significant 
interaction for anger and shame will be taken into account in the analysis. 
A one-way ANOVA with anger as dependent variable and culture and condition as 
factors shows that higher levels of anger were evoked in Dutch participants (M=5.90, SD=.88) 
than in Turkish participants (M=5.27, SD=1.06; F(1, 329)=33.78, p<.001, η2p=.09). No 
difference is found between the different conditions (F(3, 329)=.65, p=.58, η2p=.01), which is 
as expected because the apology manipulation was administered after the measurements on 
anger. 
A one-way ANOVA with shame as dependent variable and culture and condition as 
factors shows that more shame is evoked by reading the scenarios in Dutch participants 
(M=3.69, SD=1.25) than in Turkish participants (M=3.31, SD=1.52; F(1, 329)=6.04, p<.05, 
η2p=.02). Again, as can be expected no difference is found between the different conditions 
(F(3, 329)=.37, p=775, η2p=.003). What is striking in these results is that anger as well as shame 
are evoked more strongly in Dutch participants than in Turkish participants whereas on the 
basis of existing literature the opposite would be expected.  
 
For all variables that were measured after the offer of the apology repeated measure 
ANOVAs have been performed. No significant interactions appeared for these variables except 
for blame1. Therefore these variables were combined across the three scenarios. 
                                                 
1 The repeated measure ANOVA with blame in the three scenarios as within subject factor and condition and 
culture as between subject factor shows a significant interaction effect of scenario and  condition (F(6, 
646)=3.78, p=.001, η2p=.03) and contrasts show that a linear trend can be recognized (F(3, 323)=5.52, p=.001 
η2p=.05). This trend indicates that the level of blame taking in the no apology condition is comparable across all 
three scenario’s (Liar; M=2.61, SD=1.68, CV; M=2.74, SD=1.51, Freeloader; M=2.35, SD=1.56), whereas in the 
apology conditions there is a difference across the scenarios. In the such that the Liar scenario (Both; M=5.00, 
SD=1.40, Remorse; M=4.78, SD=1.36, Blame; M=4.63, SD=1.29) leads to the most blame taking and then the 
CV scenario (Both; M=4.30, SD=1.51, Remorse; M=4.24, SD=1.37, Blame; M=4.32, SD=1.41) which in turn 
leads to more blame taking than the freeloader scenario (Both; M=3.85, SD=1.52, Remorse; M=3.67, SD=1.60, 
Blame; M=3.64, SD=1.44).      
 Retaliation and forgiveness 
A one-way ANOVA with forgiveness as dependent variable and culture and condition 
as factors shows that condition (F(3, 329)=3.27, p<.05, η2p=.03) was a significant factor. 
Hypothesis 1 was that both for  people from an  honor culture and from a dignity culture an apology 
increases the likelihood of forgiveness and  reduces the likelihood of retaliation. This hypothesis can 
partly be confirmed on the basis of this one-way ANOVA. Post-hoc tests (Tukey) show that the 
difference across conditions can be explained by the difference between the both condition 
(M=3.68, SD=1.22) and the no apology condition (M=3.15, SD=1.31, p<.05), such that the both 
condition leads to more forgiveness than the no apology condition. All other means did not 
differ significantly (See appendix), indicating that both Turkish and Dutch participants were 
more likely to forgive when an apology was offered that contained both the admission of blame 
and the offer of remorse compared to when no apology was offered. Participants were not more 
likely to forgive when the apology contained either forms of apology. The ANOVA also shows 
that culture (F(1, 329)=12.48, p<.001, η2p=.04) is a significant factor. The differences between 
the two cultures are such that Dutch participants (M=3.72, SD=1.16) were more likely to 
forgive than Turkish participants (M=3.26, SD=1.27). The interaction effect of condition and 
culture was not significant (F(3, 329)=1.65, p=.18, η2p=.02). Hypothesis 2a stated that  for 
people from an honor culture an apology containing admission of blame would result in more 
forgiveness and less retaliation compared to apologies that contained an admission of blame. 
Since there was no significant interaction effect of culture and condition the part about 
forgiveness in hypothesis 2a should be rejected. Hypothesis 2b was the other side of the same 
coin, namely that for people from an honor culture an apology containing only an offer of 
remorse will result in more retaliation and less forgiveness compared to apologies that also 
contained an admission of blame. Based on the non-significant interaction effect the part about 
forgiveness in hypothesis 2b should be rejected.  
 
A different effect occurred for retaliation. The ANOVA with retaliation as dependent 
variable and culture and condition as factor showed that the likelihood of retaliation for both 
Turkish and Dutch participants was marginally influenced by whether or not an apology was 
offered (F(3, 329)=2.461, p=.063, η2p=.02). This part of hypothesis 1 can thus also be 
confirmed, however with caution. Post-hoc tests (Tukey) show that this difference can again be 
attributed to the difference between the both condition (M=2.79, SD=1.41) and the no apology 
condition (M=3.34, SD=1.44, p=.071). The other means did not differ significantly (See 
appendix).   
The one-way ANOVA with retaliation as dependent variable and culture and condition 
as factors also showed that the factor culture is significant (F(1, 329)=7.08, p<.01, η2p=.02) 
indicating that Turkish (M=3.20, SD=1.60) participants were more likely to retaliate than Dutch 
participants (M=2.79, SD=1.24. The interaction effect however, was not significant (F<1, ns). 
Hypothesis 2a stated that for people from an honor culture an apology containing admission of 
blame would result in more forgiveness and less retaliations compared to apologies that 
contained an admission of blame. Since no significant interaction effect was found, also the 
part about retaliation in hypothesis 2a should be rejected. Hypothesis 2b was the other side of 
the same coin, namely that for people from an honor culture an apology containing only an 
offer of remorse will result in more retaliation and less forgiveness compared to apologies that 
also contained an admission of blame and should thus be rejected as well, based on the non-
significant interaction effect of culture and condition. 
Hypothesis 3a was that for people from a dignity culture no difference in retaliation and  
forgiveness is to be expected for an apology containing both the admission of blame and  
the offer of remorse compared to an apology that contains either. Hypothesis 3b was that for 
people from a dignity culture no difference in retaliation and forgiveness is to be expected for 
an apology containing only the admission of blame compared to an apology that contains only 
the offer of remorse. Since no difference appeared in the ANOVA described above, between 
the blame condition and the remorse condition and because the interaction of culture and 
condition was not significant Hypothesis 3a and 3b can both be confirmed. 
 
Admission of blame and offer of remorse 
A one-way ANOVA with admission of blame as the dependent variable and culture and 
condition as factors shows a significant difference  in the perception of admission of blame in 
the different conditions (F(3, 323)=49.19, p<.001, η2p=.31). Post-hoc tests (Tukey) show that 
this difference is due to the difference between the no apology condition (M=2.57, SD=1.35) 
and the three apology conditions, such that significantly more admission of blame was 
perceived in the both condition (M=4.38, SD=1.19, p<.001), the remorse condition (M=4.23, 
SD=1.01, p<.001), and the blame condition (M=4.20, SD=1.06, p<.001) than in the no apology 
condition. There were no significant differences between the other means (See appendix).  
The one-way ANOVA also shows that the interaction between condition and culture is 
significant (F(3, 323)=7.62, p<.001, η2p=.07). The interaction effect (Figure 1) indicates that 
there is no difference between the two cultures in the apology conditions with only an offer of 
remorse or the admission of blame(F<1, ns), however, in the no apology condition Turkish 
participants perceived significantly more blame taking than Dutch participants and in the both 
condition Dutch participants perceived significantly more blame taking than Turkish 
participants did. Pairwise comparisons show that these differences are indeed significant in the 
both condition (Dutch; M=4.72, SD=.91, Turkish; M=4.09, SD=1.33, p<.05) and the no apology 
condition (Dutch; M=2.06, SD=.93, Turkish; M=2.99, SD=1.50, p<.001). The other means did 
not differ significantly (See appendix).  
 
 
Figure 1. Interaction effect of condition and culture for admission of blame. 
 
A one-way ANOVA with offer of remorse as the dependent variable and culture and 
condition as factors shows that there is a significant difference in the perception of offer of 
remorse between Turkish and Dutch participants (F(1, 329)=11.24, p<.001, η2p=.03) such that 
Dutch participants (M=3.80, SD=1.31) perceive more offer of remorse than Turkish 
participants (M=3.42, SD=1.17). The ANOVA also shows that there is a difference across 
conditions (F(3, 329)=25.95, p<.001, η2p=.19). Post-hoc tests (Tukey) show that this difference 
is due to the difference between the no apology condition (M=2.76, SD=1.34) and the three 
apology conditions, such that significantly more offer of remorse was perceived in the both 
condition (M=3.91, SD=1.26, p<.001), the remorse condition (M=3.97, SD=.98, p<.001), and 
the blame condition (M=3.75, SD=1.00, p<.001) than in the no apology condition. There were 
no significant differences between the other means (see appendix). 
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The one-way ANOVA also shows that the interaction between condition and culture is 
significant (F(3, 329)=18.99, p<.001, η2p=.15). The interaction effect (Figure 2) indicates that 
in the apology conditions Dutch participants perceived more offer of remorse and in the no 
apology condition Turkish participants perceived significantly more offer of remorse than 
Dutch participants did. Pairwise comparisons show that these differences are indeed significant 
in all conditions (Both: Dutch; M=4.55, SD=.95, Turkish; M=3.35, SD=1.23, p<.001; Remorse: 
Dutch; M=4.28, SD=.78, Turkish; M=3.68, SD=1.07, p<.05; Blame: Dutch; M=4.21, SD=.74, 
Turkish; M=3.38, SD=1.03, p<.001; None: Dutch; M=2.20, SD=1.13, Turkish; M=3.28, 
SD=1.33,  p<.001).  
 
 
Figure 2. Interaction effect of condition and culture for offer of remorse. 
 
Apology sincerity 
A one-way ANOVA with sincerity as dependent variable and culture and condition as 
factors shows that there is a significant difference in the sincerity perception between Dutch 
and Turkish participants (F(1, 236)=27.16, p<.001, η2p=.10) such that Dutch participants 
(M=4.12, SD=.95) perceived the apologies to be more sincere than Turkish participants 
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(M=3.39, SD=1.20). This might be an explanation for the fact that Dutch participants perceived 
more offer of remorse and more admission of blame than Turkish participants. The ANOVA 
also shows that there is no difference in the perceived sincerity of the apology in the different 
conditions (F<1, ns) and that the interaction effect of condition and culture was not significant 
either (F(2, 236)=1.55, p=.214, η2p=.01). 
 
Mediation analysis 
Differences were found in levels of retaliation and forgiveness between the two cultures, 
as well as differences in sincerity. To find out whether the differences between retaliation and 
forgiveness might be explained by the fact that the apology was perceived to be less sincere by 
Turkish participants, a mediation analyses was performed for retaliation according to Preacher 
and Hayes (2008) in which the  total indirect and specific indirect effects of culture (dependent 
variable) and sincerity (mediator) on retaliation were estimated with OLS, using 5000 bootstrap 
confidence intervals. The analysis shows that Turkish participants were less likely to perceive 
an apology as sincere (t=-5.21, r=-.73, p<.001) than Dutch participants. The analysis also shows 
that there is a significant difference in the likelihood of retaliation between Turkish participants 
and Dutch participants (t=2.41, r=-.45, p<.05), however this effect is partially mediated by 
apology sincerity (F(2, 239)=20.66, p<.001, R2=.15) such that when sincerity is controlled for, 
there is no longer a difference between Turkish and  Dutch participants(t=.556, r=.10, p=.579). 
The results are summarized in Figure 3.  
 Figure 3. Mediation analysis for sincerity on culture (Dutch=0, Turkish=1) and retaliation. 
 
To check whether the effect of culture on forgiveness is mediated by apology sincerity 
another mediation analysis, according to the same procedure (Preacher & Hayes, 2008) was 
performed. The analysis shows that in general Turkish participants were less likely to forgive 
(t=-4.29, r=-.64, p<.001) and less likely to perceive an apology as sincere (t=-5.21, r=-.73, 
p<.001) than the Dutch participants. The effect of culture on forgiveness is partiallly mediated 
by apology sincerity (F(2, 239)=44.91, p<.001, R2=.27), such that the effect of culture on 
forgiveness becomes significantly smaller (t=-1.98, r=-.28, p<.05) when apology sincerity is 
controlled for. The effect is still significant. The results are summarized in Figure 4. 
 
Figure 4. Mediation analysis for sincerity on culture (Dutch=0, Turkish=1) and forgiveness. 
 
 Discussion 
This research focused on the differential effect of apologies on retaliation and 
forgiveness in honor and dignity cultures. Specifically, the effect of two sorts of apology on 
retaliation and forgiveness was measured, namely the admission of blame and the expression 
of remorse. The hypotheses were that both people from an honor culture and from a dignity 
culture are more likely to forgive than to retaliate when an apology is offered, compared to 
when no apology is offered. Furthermore it was expected that an apology containing only an 
admission of blame would lead people from an honor culture to retaliate less and to forgive 
more, compared to an apology that also contained an admission of blame. It was also expected 
that  that an apology containing only an offer of remorse would lead people in an honor culture 
to retaliate more than an apology that also contained an admission of blame. Lastly it was 
expected that whether people from a dignity culture were likely to retaliate or to forgive is not 
be influenced by the specific contents of an apology, as long as an apology is offered. 
 
Findings 
Several conclusions can be drawn on the basis of the survey. To start with the fact that 
the Turkish participants scored higher than the Dutch participants on both scales measuring 
honor values. This was as expected, just like the fact that Dutch participants scored higher on 
dignity values than the Turkish participants. A surprising fact however, was that Turkish 
participants scored higher than the Dutch participants on the scale for other’s approval, a scale 
that was administered as a control measure for dignity values. A possible explanation for this 
result might be that people from an honor culture base their self-esteem upon internal and 
external components. Honor culture thus contains dignity values and honor values. The scale 
for dignity values focuses on the social component of these values, whereas the scale for other’s 
approval focusses on the individual component. Since this part is also important for people from 
an honor culture it is not particularly surprising that they score higher. 
Second, Dutch participants reported more anger and shame than the Turkish participants, 
which is surprising since theory states that insults usually lead to more anger and shame in 
people from an honor culture (Cross, Uskul et al., 2014). This will be elaborated on in the 
theoretical implications. 
Concerning retaliation and forgiveness it was found that in general the Turkish 
participants were more likely to retaliate than the Dutch participants whereas the Dutch 
participants were more likely to forgive than the Turkish participants. Concerning the different 
conditions it was found that for retaliation there was a marginal difference across conditions; 
the likelihood of retaliation was marginally influenced by whether or not an apology was 
offered, such that retaliation was less likely when an apology was offered that contained both 
the admission of blame and the offer of remorse compared to no apology. For forgiveness it 
was also found that when an apology containing both offer of remorse and admission of blame 
participants were more likely to forgive than when no apology was offered. Hypothesis 1 can 
thus be partly confirmed. Furthermore, the interaction effect of culture and condition for both 
retaliation and forgiveness was not significant. This results in the rejection of hypothesis 2a and 
2b, which respectively stated that for people from an honor culture an apology containing only 
an admission of blame would lead to less retaliation and more forgiveness compared to an 
apology that also contained the admission of blame and that for those people an apology 
containing only an offer of remorse would result in more retaliation and less forgiveness 
compared to an apology that also contained the admission of blame.  Lastly, the fact that the 
interaction effect was not significant leads to the confirmation of hypothesis 3a, which stated 
that  that for people from a dignity culture no difference in retaliation and forgiveness is to be 
expected for an apology containing both the admission of blame and the offer of remorse 
compared to an apology that contains either. It also leads to the confirmation of hypothesis 3b 
which stated that for people from a dignity culture no difference in retaliation and forgiveness 
is to be expected for an apology containing only the admission of blame compared to an apology 
that contains only the offer of remorse.   
 
Control measures 
What should be concluded from the results of the control measures that were used in 
this research is that the manipulation of the different apology conditions has not been successful. 
The only differences that appeared were differences between the both condition and the no 
apology condition or between the three apology conditions and the no apology conditions. 
Clearly we have not been successful in manipulating the differences between the different kinds 
of apologies. This results in the fact that the expected differences within honor cultures, as 
formulated in hypothesis 2a and 2b, could not be found.  
Furthermore, it was striking that the Dutch participants perceived the offered apologies 
as more sincere than the Turkish participants did, resulting in the fact that sincerity influenced 
the effect of culture on retaliation and forgiveness in such a way that the effect of culture on 
retaliation and forgiveness disappeared when sincerity was controlled for. This might also be 
an explanation for the fact that hypothesis 1 could only partly be confirmed and hypotheses 2a 
and 2b were rejected. An explanation for this result might be that the apologies that were used 
in the survey were not distinctive enough. In offering an apology, especially an offer of remorse, 
the non-verbal communication that comes with it is very important. Since non-verbal 
communication is absent in a survey it might have been hard for participants to distinguish 
between different kinds of apologies. 
 
Theoretical and practical implications 
The current research contributes to theory by demonstrating that an insult leads to higher 
levels of anger and shame in dignity cultures than it does in honor cultures. The results show 
that insults do not always lead to more anger and shame in honor cultures, whereas this is 
commonly assumed. A logical explanation for this difference might be that because people from 
a dignity culture are, in defining their self-esteem, less dependent upon the judgement of others 
(Leung & Cohen, 2011) they might be less restricted in their expression of emotions than people 
from an honor culture.  However, even though Dutch participants reported higher levels of 
anger and shame, it is clear that significant levels of anger and shame were evoked in Turkish 
participants as well. They did not seem to influence the results as Turkish participants were 
more inclined to retaliate and less inclined to forgive. This should be taken into account when 
framing theories on apologies that take into account cultural differences. 
Another implication of this study is that apology has a larger effect on forgiveness than 
it has on retaliation. Both in honor and dignity cultures, apology only marginally affected how 
likely participants were to retaliate, whereas it affected forgiveness way more. When framing 
theories on apologies it should be taken into account that apologies might be more important to 
facilitate forgiveness then to inhibit retaliation. 
Furthermore, what can be taken away from this research is that for an apology to be 
perceived as sincere, something else is needed in honor cultures than in a dignity cultures. An 
explanation for the difference in apology sincerity between the Dutch and Turkish participants 
may be that the way in which the apology was offered in the survey may not match the way in 
which apologies are offered in the Turkish culture, resulting in a lower perception of sincerity. 
Another explanation might be that once someone in an honor culture is insulted, an apology is 
not enough to restore his or her self-esteem. The fact that the level of retaliation is not 
influenced by the condition might be supporting this explanation, just like the fact that 
Turkish participants were more likely to retaliate than Dutch participants which might be 
pointing towards the fact that people from an honor culture need to retaliate to restore their 
self-esteem. Nevertheless, since there was no difference in level of retaliation among the 
Dutch participants either, further research is needed to confirm this inference. 
 In a practical sense it should be realized that people’s background has a large effect on 
the way in which apologies are perceived. To restore self-esteem in people with honor values, 
it seems likely that apologies should be very extensive to have an effect, if they have an effect 
at all. It is easier to restore self-esteem for people from a dignity culture and thus an apology 
will be more effective. The take-away message from this point is that the most important aspect 
for an apology to have an effect in honor cultures is sincerity. To find out what exactly to make 
sure that an apology is perceived as sincere among people from an honor culture, further 
research is needed. 
 
Limitations, strengths and future research 
 As is the case in any research, this study has its strengths and limitations. To start with 
the fact that participants reacted differently on the different scenarios. Generally it was the case 
that the CV scenario was perceived to be the least provocative, then the liar scenario and the 
freeloader scenario was perceived to be the most provocative. The fact that people deal 
differently with different situations and that the effects could still be found in our data, benefits 
the generalizability of the study.  
 Second, the level of sincerity differed among Turkish and Dutch participants. As 
indicated before, this might have an effect on the levels of retaliation and forgiveness in Turkish 
participants. Some possible explanations for this difference are offered above, however, further 
research is needed to find out what is considered to be sincere in different cultures and why. 
 Thirdly, Turkish participants perceived apologies as less sincere. However, the expected 
pattern of hypothesis 2a and 2b was that for people from an honor culture an apology containing 
only an admission of blame would lead to more forgiveness and less retaliation than an apology 
containing only an offer of remorse and this could be recognized.  Even though not significant, 
this result might be an indication of an insufficient manipulation of the apology conditions, such 
that we did not manage to differentiate among conditions. Further research is needed to find out 
whether this pattern exists when a different manipulation is used. 
 Lastly, a minor limitation of the research design is that the Dutch participants took the 
survey in the lab whereas the Turkish participants filled the survey out online. This made it 
impossible to control the condition in which the Turkish participants filled out the survey and 
thus there is a chance that environmental factors may have influenced their response. However, 
since all incomplete surveys were omitted from analyses the chances that this was of significant 
influence are very small. 
  
Conclusion 
In conclusion, this study examined the effect of (two kinds of) apologies on retaliation 
and forgiveness for people from an honor culture and people from a dignity culture. It can be 
concluded that people from a dignity culture report more anger and shame than people from an 
honor culture. When an apology was offered, both people from a dignity culture and people 
from an honor culture were more likely to forgive, however, the apology reduced the likelihood 
of retaliation only marginally. The specific contents of the apology, whether it contained an 
admission of blame, an offer of remorse or both did not have an impact on the likelihood of 
forgiveness and retaliation in both cultures. In short,  people should be aware of each other’s 
cultural background when in an insulting situation and try to realize what effect your apology 
has –or does not have- on the person they are interacting with. 
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Appendix 
. 
 Retaliation Forgiveness Admission of 
blame 
Offer of 
remorse 
M SD M SD M SD M SD 
None 3.15a 1.44 3.15a 1.31 2.57a 1.35 2.76a 1.34 
Both 2.79b  1.41  3.68b* 1.22 4.38b***  1.19 3.91b***  1.26 
Remorse 3.02 1.52 3.58  1.19 4.23b***  1.01 3.97b*** .98 
Blame 2.87 1.41 3.50 1.20 4.20b***  1.06 3.75b*** 1.00 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
Table 1. Post-hoc tests on retaliation, forgiveness, admission of blame and offer of remorse.  
 
Scenario’s 
 
Liar scenario 
Imagine you work at a consultancy company. In a few days you and your colleagues will have 
a meeting with the board members of one your most important clients. During this meeting, your team 
will present the outcome of a thorough investigation of your client’s assets and ways to improve their 
finical position. As you and your team are preparing for this meeting, you notice that important 
documents, containing the most recent figures on turnover and costs are missing. These documents are 
essential for making a correct analysis and acquiring new copies will take a few days at least, setting 
your progress back considerably. While the entire team is busy looking for the documents, one of your 
team members says that you are the last person who had them and that you are responsible for the loss 
and consequent delay. You tell your team member you had nothing to do with the documents. The two 
of you get into an argument in front of the entire team, and your colleague says: “You are a dirty liar!”  
 
The documents are still missing but your colleague has calmed down after a while. When you continue 
the meeting (s)he says:  
 
I am sorry that I called you a liar (blame)/ I am sorry, you didn’t deserve being called a liar (remorse)  
 
CV scenario 
Imagine that in your company a senior positon has become available. This managerial position 
is one pay grade above your current position and offers more flexibility in working hours as well as 
better carrier perspectives. You are very excited about this position and expect that it is feasible that 
you qualify for the job. You decide to apply for it. To do so, you contact your company’s HR officer 
and ask him/her to forward your application and resume to the head of the department. Two weeks 
later, you receive the company newsletter saying that the deadline for the application has passed and 
that all applicants have been invited for the selection procedure. You are very surprised, because you 
have not received such an invitation and weren’t even contacted about the application. When you 
inform about this, the HR officer tells you that he/she never submitted your resume to the head of 
department. As a result, you are now unable to contend for the position. He/she says: “Your resume 
was rather weak so you wouldn’t have qualified anyway.”  
A little while later, the HR officer comes by your office and apologizes by saying:  
I am sorry that I held back your résumé (blame)/ I am sorry, you deserved a chance (remorse)  
 
Freerider scenario 
Imagine working at a marketing company. Together with a colleague, you have worked hard 
on landing a new contract. This new contract is with a very important client and if you build the 
relationship well, this contact has the potential to generate high revenues for the company in the next 
few years. After closing the contract, you decide to take a few days off to get some rest. After a while, 
when your performance review is due, you expect a very positive revaluation and maybe even a small 
bonus as a reward for your accomplishment. However, your manager sees things differently as he is 
under the impression that although you were part of the team, it was your colleague that did most of 
the work. When you discuss this with other colleagues they do not seem very surprised. It appears that 
during your absence, your team mate has not only taken all the credit for closing the new contract, but 
has even spread rumors around the office that you hardly contributed to the process and were only 
hitching a ride on someone else’s wagon. During a meeting, he/she calls you a freeloader.  
Your colleague approaches you after a short while and says:  
I am sorry that I spread those rumors around (blame)/ I am sorry, you deserved the credit.  
 
